Abstract: This article questions the effectiveness of "engagement teaching" when dealing with controversial subjects by exploring the role of fear in contemporary education about the Holocaust in the United Kingdom. It begins by assessing a governmental report about education and a series of related press reports and chain emails, whose assumption that secondary school teachers are afraid of teaching controversial subjects (in particular the Holocaust) triggered an international scandal about Holocaust education in the UK in April 2007. The author argues that three forms of respectful fear or deference are undermined in Holocaust teaching: epistemological (towards historical knowledge); political (towards curricula); and intergenerational (towards teachers). The article further demonstrates that the object of fear expressed by journalists and the public was not the Holocaust itself, but the reversal of deferential relations between teachers and pupils in the school classroom and the supposition that we may not learn from history. Whereas history education is held up by policy-makers as a safeguard of social stability and of the transmission of values, the application of "engagement teaching" to controversial subjects may in fact undermine the authority of historical education and the enlightenment principles on which it is founded.
Central to both the report and the ensuing debate of 2007 was the rhetoric of fear which was used to explain the political and ethical issues raised by Holocaust education as a nationally and internationally sanctioned component of school curricula. This article should therefore help to elucidate the political issues and ethical values at stake in the process by which historical memories are shared and transmitted to others by demonstrating how fears associated with Holocaust education structure relations between teachers and pupils and impinge on teachers' and pupils' knowledge of the Holocaust itself. It begins by outlining the principles of "engagement teaching" advocated in the report of 2007, then explains why teachers may "fear" teaching about the Holocaust and the impact of such fear on teacherpupil relations, and concludes by suggesting that the controversy of 2007 is symptomatic of a shift in political and generational deference, and of scepticism towards both engagement teaching and the enlightenment mandate ascribed to historical education as such.
"Engagement Teaching" according to the TEACH report of 2007
Before examining this report in detail, we should consider generally the function of governmental reports as media in the educational process. For the pedagogical principles contained in reports may only be understood in the historical and political contexts in which they are produced and implemented. Having been designed to collate evidence and present arguments with the aim of improving educational services in the interest of integrating pupils alienated from dominant historical narratives, the TEACH report is clearly not an example of disinterested research containing formal argumentation, but a politically motivated pamphlet commissioned by the Department for Education and Skills in the UK, which responds to demands made by parents of pupils who complained that school history teaching clashed with historical understandings of history nurtured within the contexts of family and religious communities (TEACH, 2007, 15) .
More precisely, the TEACH report was conceived on the basis of principles laid down six years earlier in the National Curriculum for history of 2000, which stipulated precisely those didactic methods addressed in the report, designed to emphasise links between pupils' own lives and their study of history. The notion of fear, around which the report revolves, thus acquires meaning only in relation to the political context in which the report was written: in relation to the evolution of the National Curriculum of the Department for Education and Skills, in particular the far-reaching revisions implemented in 2000 and in 2008; 6 to the differing opportunities available to, and social relations between, local and migrant children, (2003) which are particularly visible in educational institutions; and to the "recent events" (TEACH, 2007, 11, 17) , an allusion to the bombings of underground stations in London in July 2006 and the attack on New York in September 2001.
What pedagogical principles are outlined in the report? The TEACH report defines controversial themes as ones which "continue to have general contemporary significance or personal resonance for students" (TEACH, 2007, 3) . It then outlines two premises concerning the attitudes of teachers and pupils towards controversial themes and their behaviour towards each other when dealing with them. The first premise claims that knowledge acquired by pupils in the private sphere may not be compatible with knowledge acquired in the public sphere (especially in state schools), and that this situation may cause pupils to feel alienated. The guiding principle of the entire study, which is printed in bold lettering set aside from the main text in a separate box, states that,
The study of history can be emotive and controversial where there is actual or perceived unfairness to people by another individual or group in the past. This may also be the case where there are disparities between what is taught in school history, family/community histories and other histories. Such issues and disparities create a strong resonance with students in particular educational settings (TEACH, 2007, 3) .
In short, the purpose of the report is to identify and reconcile disparities between historical narratives taught inside and outside classrooms. It couches history teaching in a language of emotions and morals, and implies that the former may be appeased if more attention were paid to the latter, by according greater recognition (a prerequisite for "fairness") to alienated individuals or groups. The report is therefore conceived in terms of an educational instruction manual, devoted to the pragmatic goal of troubleshooting and finding solutions. It proposes an antidote to alienation which should involve "engaging" pupils in the learning process. "The students," claims the report, "have to want to care enough about the issues to arouse both their curiosity and their willingness to engage fully with the questions that are likely to require hard thinking and problem-solving." To this end, they should be "encouraged through history teaching to have a sense of their own personal identity and their place in the world" rather than be "passive receivers of disjointed information" (TEACH, 2007, 4) .
The second premise contained in the report, which is coherent with the report's logic of troubleshooting and solution-finding, states that teachers lack competence since they not only do not adequately respond to or appease pupils' sense of alienation, but exacerbate this feeling and sustain their passivity and reluctance to learn. " [T] he way that teachers handle emotive and controversial issues can have a negative impact on students so that they feel alienated and disconnected" (TEACH, 2007, 5) . Teachers are said to possess "insecure knowledge" and "shallowness" (TEACH, 2007, 4) , to have a "tendency to avoid" (TEACH, 2007, 1, 4) emotive and controversial history, and to be reluctant to take risks (TEACH, 2007, 4, 5) . More pointedly, the authors claim that, "A premise at the start of the project was that many teachers often avoided controversy in the classroom when focused on history" (TEACH, 2007, 3) , and emphasise that this avoidance was motivated by "fear of confronting anti-Semitic sentiment and Holocaust denial among some Muslim pupils" (TEACH, 2007, 15) .
Although the report blames teachers in this way, it also implies that the government is partly responsible for the situation and should provide incentives to encourage teachers to take risks ("There are few incentives to take risks") (TEACH, 2007, 4) . And although the authors of the report use a rhetorical device known as hedging (Crismore 1984, 292f) in order to qualify this criticism by expressing doubt about their assertions (they repeatedly claim that teachers' weaknesses are "tendencies" (TEACH, 2007, 4, 5, 17) ), the relationship between pupils and teachers is clearly presented as one which is imbalanced and morally untenable. Pupils are generally described as passive and potentially subject to offence. Teachers, motivated by fear, are said to actively avoid addressing controversial issues, a form of behaviour which is judged to be an inadequate way of assuring that pupils can relate to the historical issues.
Having briefly established the general principles of and the context in which the TEACH report was conceived, commissioned and written, we may now explore in more detail the rhetoric with which affectivity and fear are articulated in the report, in order to deduce the meaning ascribed to the behaviour of teachers. It lies in the nature of a report devoted to the teaching of emotive and controversial history that its "primary term of reference" (Parekh) is affectivity, the source of which is described as the continuing significance of past events for people in the present. The report conveys the emotional appeal of the past largely in metaphorical (mechanical, musical and thermal) terms. Some events "have the potential to engage pupils […] because they continue to have general contemporary significance or personal resonance for students" (TEACH, 2007, 11, our italics) . Teachers are urged to pay "attention to firing students' curiosity and imagination, moving and inspiring them" (TEACH, 2007, 43) . However, the report refers only to the degree of intensity, not to the type of affect or the significance it may have for pupils: "[S]ome issues are more directly sensitive", arouse "strong emotions" or are a source of "considerable" or "great" controversy (TEACH, 2007, 3, 11) . Beyond this understanding of historical events as triggers of affect, the report focuses on fear as a professional attribute, ascribed to persons active in the educational process. Teachers who are responsible for teaching the history of the Holocaust are said to harbour a "fear of confronting anti-Semitic sentiment [sic] and Holocaust denial among some Muslim pupils." (TEACH, 2007, 15) Likewise, "Many teachers also lack the confidence or desire to raise too many controversial issues […] ." (TEACH, 2007, 17) . At the same time, affectivity is described as a pedagogically effective state of mind, spurred by controversial issues, in which teachers or pupils partake. Teachers "aspire to avoid alienating or humiliating pupils whose ethnic/cultural groups were responsible for past atrocities. They worry that opening up certain content will reinforce or give a platform for existing prejudices and stereotypes" (TEACH, 2007, 17) . Beyond character attributes, the report also presupposes a triangular set of emotive relations between historical issues, teachers and pupils. Controversial issues are presented as guarantors of emotions which teachers do not have, and which help pupils to either share in, or be excluded from knowledge: "These issues can be taught in a bland way, leaving pupils unmoved and unaffected." (TEACH, 2007, 11) Since the report generally conceptualises affect in quantitative terms and, as noted above, especially in terms of mechanical and thermal metaphors, it polarises perceptions of affectivity in terms of either movement or immobility and either warmth or coldness, while allowing for little differentiation. Thus affect is moralised. It is deemed to regulate relations between historical events, teachers and pupils in such a way that fearful teachers do not fulfil necessary pedagogical standards, and that disinterested pupils require identification and controversy in order to be motivated to learn.
Finally, the report also draws on a metadiscourse of affect in order to raise the "management" of "emotional engagement" (TEACH, 2007, 33 ) to a pedagogical category. "Emotional engagement," claim the authors, "is necessary to challenge mindsets" (TEACH, 2007, 32) . Here too, the report advocates engagement at the expense of empiricism. When teaching the Holocaust, teachers are advised to not adopt a neutral stance, since neutrality "may indicate that the teacher is indifferent to the event being discussed […]" (TEACH, 2007, 33) . Instead, they are urged to go beyond factual teaching by acting out fictional debates between opposed parties in order to achieve a "real impact on student thinking" and thereby change attitudes (TEACH, 2007, 33) . While this method is laudable in itself, it also devalues empirical methods, suggesting that their impact is unreal, and that empirical learning and affect are unconnected. In short, the TEACH report advocates pedagogy via identity by appealing to affect and a sense of belonging. However, rather than recognising that the learning process itself is a potential source of engagement, it encourages young people to develop an interest in learning about the past on the basis of partisan belonging in the present.
Reasons for teachers' fear according to newspaper reports about the TEACH report
Newspaper reports and chain emails which followed the TEACH report placed emphasis solely on the fear of teachers. However, since the discourse of fear was already inscribed in the original report, we must ask, how is the fear described in the report echoed (or transformed in meaning) in reports? According to the political theorist Bhikhu Parekh, governmental reports are by definition harbingers of the problems they purport to solve. Parekh claims that a governmental report "is necessarily conceived and structured within the limits of its terms of reference [and …] cannot go beyond them without discrediting itself" (Parekh 1989, 93) . Since fear is one of the central terms of reference of the TEACH report, and since the report contains neither quotations of teachers' utterances nor documentary evidence that teachers experience fear, we may assume that fear in this report is primarily a useful code or paradigm of interpretation, based on the example of one school's refusal to administer a (non-compulsory) course on the Holocaust. The subsequent choice by journalists and authors of chain emails to ascribe fear to all teachers in all British schools confirms Parekh's criticism of governmental reports, according to which the paradigm of fear may be interpreted as a political term of reference-in this case, as a function of scapegoating, according to which teachers are blamed for a broader societal problem resulting from the sectarian use of history to underpin apparently irreconcilable ethnic and religious identities.
Parekh is keen to underscore the discrepancy between reports and their media coverage:
When it [the report] is published the kind of impact it makes therefore depends on how the media present it. A committee wants its report to be read one way; the media may choose to read it very differently. Since they have neither the time nor the capacity to appreciate the nuances of its arguments, they inevitably abstract and abridge it and simplify its thesis. are also never ideologically and politically neutral, and their biases inevitably influence their interpretation of it (Parekh 1989, 94) .
Misinformation contained in the newspaper reports about the TEACH report in April 2007 came about as a result of excessively general phraseology, which presented the case of one teacher in one British school as if it applied to all history teachers in all schools. Schools in general were said to "drop", 7 "ignore" 8 and "ban" 9 the Holocaust. Moreover, the reports drew particular attention to the emotional state of teachers and pupils. In particular, they elaborated on the fear of teachers. Although each report quoted, either directly or in a paraphrase, the report of the Historical Association, it lent a different meaning or added nuance to this fear in each case. The Birmingham Evening Mail entitled its article "Teachers 'Too Scared to Teach Sensitive History'", 10 and thereby ascribed fear and moral irresponsibility to teachers alone, inciting prejudice against the teaching profession. The Times explained the situation in more detail by claiming that teachers abandoned Holocaust education "because they do not want to cause offence to children from certain races or religions"-an unqualified reference to "race" and "religion" which reinforced stereotypes of racial and religious conflict precisely because it provided no explanation of the actual classroom debate at the root of the scandal.
11 The Press Association similarly explained that schools dropped Holocaust lessons "because teachers do not want to cause offence". However, it did not explain the nature of the offence that would have been caused if the teachers had treated the Holocaust in their lessons. Instead, the report went on to explain this action in moral terms as a preventative measure taken to remove any theme which may have provoked Muslim pupils to express antisemitic prejudice in the classroom; some teachers dropped these lessons, it claimed, "over fears that Muslim pupils might express anti-Semitic reactions in class".
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What does the "offence" referred to in these reports imply, and why were teachers assumed to be afraid of challenging the pupils' prejudices? Did journalists assume that teachers condoned the pupils' anticipated reactions, based on a sense of injustice, annoyance or humiliation (such are the dictionary definitions of "offence")? If this is the case, there are three possible interpretations of the fear which is presumed to have motivated teachers to want to avoid offending Muslim pupils. First, their fear could have been motivated by a sense of principle or morality, that is, by the recognition that pupils are entitled to an opinion and that no breach of freedom to express opinions, however offensive, is justified. Second, their fear could have been motivated by a sense of professional propriety and the attempt to preserve scholarly neutrality in the classroom by avoiding a situation in which personal opinions and affect are expressed, forcing teachers to engage in political polemics. Third, their fear could be motivated by political persuasion, whereby teachers tacitly connive at the pupils' (presumed) support of the Palestinian cause and its adherents who might embrace Holocaust denial. Both the TEACH report and subsequent newspaper reports suggest that teachers were driven by all three factors. The Daily Mail in particular underscored a logic of fear, based on the rhetorical confusion of morality, affect and politics. It reported that the teachers dropped the Holocaust "to avoid offending Muslim pupils" and "for fear of upsetting students", on the grounds that their "beliefs include Holocaust denial", and that these "Muslim pupils might express anti-Semitic and anti-Israel reactions in class". 13 Thus the debate was founded on morally, emotionally and politically charged speculation about fear of something that did not happen, that is, on teachers' anticipation that Muslim pupils would react to lessons about the Holocaust by denying its occurrence and/or by expressing antisemitic and anti-Zionist attitudes-and, by implication, that they would question the authority of the curriculum and of the professional status of teachers as representatives of state education.
The reversal of pupil-teacher deference as presented in the chain Email
Parallel to the newspaper reports, a memorial chain email began to circulate in April 2007, in which focus was again placed on fear. "Recently, this week," began the message, "UK removed the Holocaust from its school curriculum because it "offended" the Moslem population which claims it never occurred. This is a frightening portent of the fear that is gripping the world and how easily each country is giving into it." 14 Significant here is the fact that the authors express fear that is neither their own nor that of other people, but a diffuse fear which itself, as the active subject of the statement, is taking control of or "gripping" the world, and to which nations subject themselves. Whereas the newspaper reports ascribe fear to teachers and schools, and even to the "UK" as a collective personification, the chain email imputes fear to the whole world, as a global reaction to Holocaust deniers, who are in turn described as "the Moslem population" generally. Whereas the newspaper reports pit active but fearful teachers against passive, offended, pupils, the chain email pits a passive "world" against an active fear created by "the Moslem population".
Even more remarkable is the nature of the fear described. "A frightening portent of the fear" evokes neither fear in the face of an immediate threat nor fear of an anticipated threat, but fear of a fear that may arise in the face of a future threat. Such fear of fear has two historical precedents. First, the evocation of fear of the consequences of deviating from social norms is characteristic of rumours in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, which presumed that fearful citizens would be more likely to adhere to social norms. According to the historian François Ploux, a shared sense of insecurity due to social and economic tensions made societies particularly receptive to rumours, which flourished particularly well if they drew on narrative topoi from previous rumours (Ploux 2003, 83f, 111) . Moreover, the fear of an imagined fear was a tool employed by pedagogues of the eighteenth century, who recognised the usefulness of fear when administering knowledge to school pupils. The verbal evocation of punishment for pupils who breached the norms of bourgeois behaviour, for example, was understood to guarantee the internalisation of social norms (Begemann 1987, 251ff) . However, Enlightenment pedagogues' attempts to combat the uncontrolled fear of nature or of superstition (Begemann 1987, 252f) in fact intensified awareness of and thus exacerbated the fear of fear (Begemann 1987, 255) ! By contrast, the scandal of 2007 in the UK ascribed fear to teachers rather than pupils. What is the significance of this apparent transposal of fear from pupils to teachers? The TEACH report contains oblique references to terrorist bombings that occurred in July 2006 in London, which give the authors of the report reason to assume that teachers were now afraid of punishment meted out by Islamic fundamentalists in solidarity with Muslim pupils. In the more immediate context of the school classroom, however, the reports state that teachers were afraid of the authority ascribed to historical narratives learnt in families and in religious or ethnic communities, which challenge narratives prescribed by the national curriculum. The wider significance of this transposal of fear from pupils to teachers is that pupils no longer expressed deference towards the knowledge of teachers, and that teachers were expected to defer to the family, ethnic and religious narratives upheld by pupils, regardless of the scientific underpinning of each case.
The scepticism towards teachers' competency contained in the TEACH report gives succour to this reversal of deference between pupils and teachers. The newspaper reports likewise pit the presumed inadequacies of teachers against the sensitivities of pupils while ignoring the causes of the alleged conflict between them. The chain email also suggests that fearful teachers are required to adopt the norms prescribed by pupils. The reversed deference it describes is rooted in the double standards required of teachers, as outlined in the TEACH report. For teachers whose task is to both teach the history of the Holocaust and to accommodate not only alternative but also blatantly false (in the case of Holocaust denial) interpretations, are placed in an irreconcilable pedagogical and moral situation. They seem to face a dilemma between teaching the Holocaust at the risk of alienating Muslim pupils, or not teaching the Holocaust at the risk of contravening the national curriculum.
The TEACH report therefore raises a number of ethical and political questions. Who feared what, why? How do sentiments of those given the task of conveying knowledge of the Holocaust structure relations between agents of the educational process, that is, between teachers and pupils and the state curriculum? And what are the consequences of such fear for Holocaust education and history teaching in general?
The challenge of Holocaust education to epistemological, political and generational deference Fear is clearly a vector of relations between participants involved in the educational process. As a "social event" (Scruton 1986, 10) , it regulates the relationship between people and institutional (legal, state or military) authorities, motivates or thwarts individual action in the presence of threat and, once internalised, even motivates action in the absence of immediate threat. Yet fear in educational establishments is less commonly "raw" (felt in the face of an immediate physical threat or disciplinary procedure) than a form of "respect" (see Parkin 1986 ). I will therefore conclude this essay by arguing that fear is ethical-a moral sentiment-and that the intrusion of politics into the classroom in connection with controversial themes like the Holocaust have altered the distribution of deference, that is, a form of respectful fear expressed in acts of appreciation or derogation (see Shils 1972, Chapter 7) . Holocaust education challenges three types of deference.
1. Epistemological deference: In education, epistemological deference is commonplace. Learners, and teachers and even researchers defer to a subject matter whenever they, as the anthropologist Maurice Bloch argues, "hold something to be true without fully understanding it" (Bloch 2004, 69) . In other words, no teacher or learner can grasp fully the causes and effects of all they learn and must therefore trust the authority of other people to vouch for the truth of formulae and descriptions which they accept to be true. The Holocaust, which continues to challenge the understanding of researchers in all fields, demands a large degree of deference and thus arouses deferential fear among those who teach or learn about it. Moreover, the epistemological deference demanded by this event even undermines western tradition, since the fear and anxiety generated by wars and genocides in the twentieth century have brought into question fundamental enlightenment principles. Holocaust education therefore challenges modern education as such insofar as the function of education in modernity has been to equip pupils with cognitive tools with which they can formulate rational explanations of frightening phenomena and thereby defuse the sensation of fear, demystify sources of superstition and control outbursts of emotion (see Begemann 1987, 64f) . Does the contemporary world, in particular in light of recent massacres and genocides, therefore constitute an atavistic challenge to the Enlightenment project? And are educators adequately equipped to provide pupils with explanatory techniques designed to rationalise events which largely surpass explanation?
2. Political deference: Political deference is a prerequisite for the maintenance of state policy and curricula. Since the authorisation of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide in 1948, the Holocaust has been evoked and its memory institutionalised in order to set a negative standard against which international relations, legislation (designed to deter and punish massacres or acts of genocide), political discourse, civil society and even democracy are measured (see Karlsson 2007, 28) . At the same time, the Holocaust has become a measure of ethical standards insofar as people's consciousness of it impinges on types of language, imagery and collective practices (moral imperatives, images of death, and collective rituals such as mourning practices) otherwise provided by religions. In other words, the Holocaust marks a historical turning point in legal and ethical standards, and has left an indelible mark on visual iconography and urban topographies in the form of monuments and memorials, which in turn influence the practices of historical tourism and education. In the classroom setting, however, one teacher's refusal to teach this subject out of fear of dealing with Holocaust denial in the classroom, compounded by fear of the responsibility of managing controversy among pupils, effectively undermined political deference and enhanced the perceived authority of pupils and their opinions. It also implicitly endorsed their reported refusal to recognise the legitimacy of the state of Israel in light of the ongoing Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which is rooted in the "perception of the links between the Holocaust and the justifications for the establishment of the state of Israel" (TEACH, 2007, 39) .
If caught between curricula standards and family narratives (and between the deference they owe to both), teachers face an almost impossible choice. The teacher concerned in the report was subject to constraints from above stipulated by the National Curriculum, the Department for Education and Skills which commissioned the report, and the Historical Association and authors who carried out the inquiry. From below, (s)he was subject to constraints imposed by pupils and their parents. Hence journalists and authors of emails and blogs responded with indignation to what they perceived to be a reversal of the deferential relation between the learned and learners, that is, between those employed to impart knowledge and those who acquire knowledge. A teacher who is perceived to derogate the National Curriculum in favour of pupils' attitudes implicitly undermines state authority. Moreover, (s)he turns principles of modern pedagogy on their head, according to which fear, and the fear of fear (of punishment, or of failing to acquire a qualification leading to employment), are implemented in order to motivate pupils to learn. 15 3. Generational deference: In the classroom setting, political deference is compounded by generational deference of pupils towards teachers, without which the learning process is impracticable. In the face of pupils' recalcitrance towards Holocaust education, the teacher's deference towards pupils was motivated by the wish to counteract Muslim pupils' stigmatisation, for claims that teachers avoided Holocaust education in order "to avoid offending Muslim pupils" and "for fear of upsetting students" suggest that they were reluctant to further stigmatise an already stigmatised group labelled in religious or ethnic terms as "Muslim" or "Arab". More specifically, teachers responded to the moral authority of a stigmatised group in light of this group's identification with the humiliation of Palestinian people during the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
The simultaneous reversal of epistemological, political and generational deference which crystallised in the controversy of 2007 placed teachers before a complex, if not irreversible dilemma. How can teachers, who have a dual obligation towards state and pupils, act morally? The fear ascribed to teachers presupposes that their alleged refusal to fulfil their obligation to the National Curriculum was motivated not by a sense of moral conviction that they should not adhere to it, but out of a sense of fear of the consequences of doing so. In other words, their motivation was driven by a sense of "prudential" rather than "moral" obligation (Raphael 1970, 175-79) . They acted not on the basis of principled convictions but out of self-interest: the fear of having to deal with pupils' recalcitrant behaviour; the fear of stigmatising the Muslim minority; the fear that the Arab or Muslim community may have recourse to coercion. A further consequence of the teachers' acceptance of Muslim pupils' self-imposed ignorance of the Holocaust, as implied in the newspaper reports, is that it condones the idea that history is a tool of political exclusion, that is, that history helps to cement "thick" relations fostering cohesion within ethnic and religious groups, and that history may not be the object of "thin" relations, that is, relations between groups which perceive their histories to be distinct (in this case, Muslims and Jews). 16 In sum, the scandalous nature of the reports about the TEACH report derived from the morally explosive association of fear and education; whereas fear is a motor of thick relations, the modern classroom is assumed to provide a place for thin relations. The call to educate young people by appealing to "engagement", to their sense of belonging or identity, as outlined in the TEACH report, exacerbated the ideological ethnic and religious divide which came to a head in 2007.
The fear of not learning
The proliferation of fear as a signifying code in public debate can in part be ascribed to its versatility. Fear is what the literary specialist Jürgen Link calls an "interdiscursive" code (Link 1983) , because it operates in very different (legal, sporting, political, and religious) spheres of knowledge at the same time. A further reason why fear was at the centre of the debate of 2007 is an underlying disillusionment with modernity, as manifested in educational institutions. While Enlightenment pedagogues strove to eliminate fear (Begemann 1987, 64f) , the successive wars of the twentieth century, and above all the Holocaust and subsequent genocides, have provoked a sense of fear that one cannot learn from the past, and that history provides neither a model nor rules guiding behaviour in the present and future (Bauman 1994; Brumlik 2004; Koselleck 1979, 60) . Indignation at the presumed capitulation of history teachers in the face of potential Holocaust deniers, which was the central motive for the scandal of April 2007, is an expression of such fear. More precisely, it is an expression of the fear that historical Holocaust education, which has been increasingly institutionalised since the Stockholm Forum on Holocaust Education in 2000, is ineffective. Teachers' deference towards their pupils' wishes is not only a sign of respect for their feelings, based on a reluctance to offend them. For, in pedagogical terms, the omission of the Holocaust from historical education would foster not only deficient knowledge, but a disregard for the very principle of learning anything whatsoever about this event.
The commitment of the British Historical Association to "engage" pupils in history is not a direct cause, but a catalyst, of this pedagogical dysfunction. For the debate of 2007 shows that, by appealing to group commitment in groups of mixed pupils when teaching controversial subjects, interested pupils can also become disinterested in the plight of others. As a result, the ultimate fear brought to light by this scandal is that of the authors of the report and journalists, who expressed a tacit fear that teachers fear their pupils, and that learners make rules for the learned. In the eyes of the authors and journalists, the teachers' fear represented in microcosm a breach in the optimistic, utopian drive which underpins modern education.
